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ABSTRACT 
This project introduces and reviews  what is the pro se 
system. 
 my  on this endeavor to disarm the system. 
The paper will examine a brief but interesting novelty from earlier history when it was 
privilege to stand on your own two feet and anyone who wanted to represent you was 
forbidden to accept pay. The Cla  
 
 litigant are 
In conclusion, this thesis has measured more than the depth and width of the paradigm 
assigned to a pro se litigant by the system. Its inclusions of past, present and precedents, adds 
focus on the void of status, creating a datum seldom realized by victims of the court system. 
The state must ensure that pro se litigants be afforded respect, courtesy, and assistance that 
attorneys receive in the courts to eliminate that void of status previously mentioned. 
This is a modern world. Technology has run so fast that it has caught up with itself. Yet 
the court system refuses to avail of these modern models. The legal system might as well 
continue to horde tons of information on eighty column data cards, processed through Univac 
1005 main frames. Any court case can be properly digitized allowing for all applicable data to be










“My passions were and are the fundamentals of justice, the mystery of the gospel, and the 
principles that legitimize the exercise of government power over the people. I sought truth that 
never changes, truth cast aside by today’s insane media-driven politics and its imaginary bell-
curve of acceptable thinking, truth that is and will always be the only hope for mankind and the 
eventual  achievement of world peace,” says Dr. Federick David Graves, carpenter, fisherman 
and lawyer. I have been following Dr. Graves since 2005.Thank you, Dr. Graves. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT………………………………………………………………..…………...iii





THE THESIS EXPLAINS…………………………………………………………….3 
BRIEF HISTORY SEARCH OF THE PRO SE LITIGANT……………………………4 
ETYMOLOGICALLY SPEAKING…………………………………………….…….4 
ROMAN AND GREEK……………………………………………………………….4 
ACTADIURNA……………………………………………………………….…...….4 
ADOPTION………………………………………………………………………...…5 
ENGLAND’S MEDIEVAL ERA………………………………………………….….6 
THE HISTORICAL VALUE………………….………………………………………6 
THE AMERICAN JUSTICE SYSTEM……………………………………………….7 
REVIEW OF LITERATURES…………………………………………………………...8 
RUSSELL G. PEARCE…………………………………………………………….….8 
MARKETING IS THE REASON…………………………………………….……….9 
JONA GOLDSCHMIDT………………………………………………………………9 
HOWARD M. RUBIN……………………………………………………….…………9 
HELEN W. GUNNARSSON………………………………………………………...10 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION……………………………………………………12 
WHEN I CAUGHT MY BREATH………………………………………….……….12 
ACCORDING TO CRIMINAL LAW YOU ARE INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN 
GUILTY………………………………………………………………………………18 





        My experience as a black urban litigant in the justice system led me to view, 
          particularly at the municipal level, the municipal police department and the circuit 
along with its officers of the courts as a self-feeding system of injustice.  I 
did not hire a lawyer.  I represented myself as what is legally termed a pro se 
litigant. As a pro se litigant, I noticed that attempts at denying me due process1 
increased even more. As a pro se litigant, I made record of this and made an offer 
of proof to the court system. This is how I disarmed the system and won my case . 
Now as a student through this thesis, I will present that the due process a pro se 
litigant must receive from the just system and the court system is intentionally 
being withheld and ignored by the justice system through the arrogance of the 
court system towards the legal status of a pro se litigant which jeopardizes the 
legal safeguards that a level playing field provides equally among all constituents 
by law. The thesis stands on the precept that the pro se litigant is the most 
vulnerable person in the court system. The pro se litigant’s armor is justice.  
           The purpose of this study is to reveal the unjust practices of the justice 
system that operates through municipal corporations, the municipal police  
department and system. 
1 
This thesis is important because the pro se litigant needs the most help from the
justice system and not receiving the most help is an injustice. Through exposing the 
of the justice system and showing how I disarmed the system I hope to establish a method of 
ensuring that justice is for everyone, not just a select group that is protected by the 
system. Justice ensures that the justice system holds up to the constitutional 
due process. Justice helps bring a sense of peace and fewer traumas to the pro se litigant if 
the justice system functions at the correct level of justice. The relevance is that I am not the 
only victim, and I feel obligated to stand up and be counted in a forum that is accessible to 
me. I plan on being part of the solution for this particular problem. 
The complexity and power of the court system invites disadvantages for pro se 
litigants. One disadvantage is when knowledge of law is not used to reveal its intended 
purpose: The truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth. This disadvantage I personally 
experienced. Another disadvantage is intimidation by court officials, because of the power 
they hold through their title almost everyone else in the court room aside from 
litigants/representatives are officers of the court. Finally, there is disadvantage of the system’s 
greed and lust for money as part of its self-feed genre. The power given to the court system 
corporally required by law to ensure a level playing field to be in place at all times. When 
measure of power is misused, a void in justice is created causing a disadvantageous flag to be 
raised. 
This void in justice and the removal of safeguards from the justice 
automatically is felt and reflected in urban areas that mimic these discretions. No matter of 
empirical surveys can measure these phenomena properly to adjust for correction and therefore 
continue insistently a problem. Additionally, this void has an adverse reaction which allows 
normal interactions among neighbors to escalate to higher courts unnecessarily creating a 
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perpetual self-feeding monster. This is the injustice I was faced with as a pro se litigant. 
case should have never entered the justice system. At the onset of my research for data I 
upon this statement that shared the viewpoint precisely: 
As the subtitle of this text [CP] makes clear, criminal procedure laws, rules, 
statutes, i.e. is not a narrow or technical subject, but one that deals with precious 
constitutional rights and embraces all of society. The state is entrusted with a 
monopoly of force to maintain the security of its citizens. History and 
contemporary events teach that all states at times misuse this power to eliminate 
political opponents, crush ethnic minorities, or remove “social deviants” 
from society. Every civilized state must therefore ensure that the power of the 
state is limited. In our constitutional system, this is accomplished by law.2
The thesis explains that certain procedures accommodate the legal processing of the 
litigants involved in this court system (criminal, civil or otherwise). Stating that procedural 
rules apply to both sides would be misleading considering that there could be more than a
pair of litigants involved, not discounting the judges, court reporters, bailiffs, other court 
personnel, and the internal and external presence of any human or other apparatus involved. 
These arrogant elements and their variables form the complexity of the court system. This 
thesis will explain why being a pro se litigant cannot be hindrance and burden when seeking 
justice. This thesis and creative project are presented to unveil some hindering 
toward a pro se litigant and to reveal the results which greatly affected the litigants involved, 
by also presenting primary sources such as actual court case documents, law, and me as an 
actual eyewitness, victim and advocate. I will also use secondary sources such books, 
articles, legal articles and legal journals. The documentary that will compliment this thesis 
will be DVD quality. In conclusion the project will show or introduce both sides of the issue
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and present any safeguards that are set to be a catchall for any unjust practices.   I will 
 move us forward in my thesis by going back in history to explore the adages of pro se. 
BRIEF HISTORY SEARCH OF THE PRO SE 
Etymologically speaking, the term pro se merely translates as a 
meaning “for oneself” according to Nalo’s Plain-English Law Dictionary. The 
Webster Dictionary states that the first known use was in 1861 in the United States. 
However, the amazing implosion of this concept can be found in Smith’s book A School 
Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities.3 It presents an amazing understanding of the 
culture that helped birth pro se. 
Roman and Greek Empires are very familiar times in world history, 
myths and logistics walking hand in hand, but not by accident, but by consensus of the 
author, the editor, and the era setting. During these times everyone is looking or waiting for 
an answer to justice. The titles alone give you an epic time zone. 
It should be borne in mind that this work does not profess to give an abridged 
account of all the subjects which are comprised in the larger work. On many
matters, such as those relating to Jurisprudence, and several departments of 
Art, the reader must refer for information to the other Dictionary. On many
subjects, likewise, which are contained in this Abridgement, only the 
important facts are stated; those who desire information, and an account of the 
conflicting views held by modern scholars on certain points, must consult the
original work ….4
Acta Diurna (proceedings of the day), was a kind of gazette or newspaper published 




proceedings of the public assemblies, of the law courts, of the punishment of offenders …. 
The proceedings of the public assemblies and the law courts were obtained by means 
of reporters (actuarii). 
“Acta urbana, another name for Acta Diurna or simply Acta.” “A’ctio, is defined by 
a Roman jurist to be the right of pursuing by judicial means what a man’s due.” 
These were replaced around 150 B.C. The new system during Horace still held form to some 
of the old practices, such as it only required that a plaintiff appeared before the praetor or 
other magistrate who had jurisdictio[n], charged the guilty defendant and could use force to
insure the defendant’s appearance. If by chance the two met on the way to court, as 
mentioned in the bible (Luke 12:58), and resolved, all the better.  “Actor, signified 
generally, a plaintiff. Later “adolescenes, was applied in the Roman law to a minor: 
from the end of his twelth or fourteenth to the end of his twenty-fifth year. The word adol- 
cens, however, is frequently used in a less strict sense in that Latin writers are referring to a 
person much older than the above-mentioned age.” (219/15113) Ado’ptio which is Greek for 
adoption is on one of the most basic and important relational issue that defines any 
civilization or systematic control of masses. 
Adoption is an allowance to receive or transfer certain responsibilities within a given 
sphere. Here, is found an early sample of inclusion and exclusion. A topic I assure you that 
touches every aspect of universal thought or protocol, i.e. medical, legal, natural, to infinity.
The Roman’s model of relation of parent and child runs throughout all areas, particularly, in 
Roman jurisprudence: It is not who is responsible, but what is who responsible to. In time 
this same theory will evolve more into a due process as it occurs now. It all is relational. 
When a person was not in the power of his parent (sui juris) then, the ceremony, the process 
of adoption along with name designations changed. (249/15113). Here is where a glimpse of
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the concept pro se can be inserted. 
England’s medieval era was not very responsive to pro se litigants, considering its 
close proximity to Roman and Greek justice. Even, Japan tied up in its own feudal system 
felt the impact of influence of that justice system. However, it was England that adopted 
adapted it. Moving away from its own feudal system into the world of jurisprudence: 
Historians of post·medieval English private law have as their primary source 
material the hundreds of volumes of nominate law reports produced between
the mid·sixteenth and mid·nineteenth centuries. These reports are largely barren 
of criminal cases. 
As a generalization that requires only modest qualification, it can be said 
that the law reporting tradition was not extended to ordinary criminal trials 
until the nisi prius reports of the late eighteenth century. Law reports are lawyers' 
literature: it ought not to surprise us that during an epoch when lawyers were not 
engaged in criminal litigation, compilers and publishers were not engaged in 
producing precedent books for a nonexistent market.5
This is the historical explanation of the evolution of the justice system in England. 
Adopted from Rome and adapted to England’s culture. The term pro se still only exists as a 
growing concept. At this time a market was rising: “For the criminal law the main 
counterpart to the law reports is the set of State Trials, first published in 1719, revised and 
expanded three times in the eighteenth century.”  The historical value of the State Trials 
is lightly taken. The previous quote hints very heavily of its hidden precedent value.
“From Tudor times the crown was invariably represented in the State Trials by 
prosecution counsel-often the attorney general and the solicitor general and the defense 
counsel was granted in treason cases from 1696.” 
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(13) Other court practices later adopted by the American are jury composition, informing the 
jury and controlling the jury.6
The American justice system, having already been exposed to England justice, wanted 
no part of being subjected to any type of tyranny, but as the economy grew and expanded as 
it had with the State Trials in18the century England the lawyers took heed and gained 
monopoly on legal representation through state legislation and the market was born again, in 
America, however, as a self-feeding system and accompanied by the much-needed creation 
a new office: pro se litigant. The next section of this thesis will review the literature about 
pro se litigants. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURES 
Pro se litigant scholarship is needed to raise the issue of justice for these victims of 
injustice. At a consortium Professor Rhode read the subtitle to one of her many publications, 
“Whatever Happened to Access to Justice?” She is a recipient of the White House’s 
Champion of Change Award for a lifetime’s work in increasing access to justice, also 
According to the Stanford Law School Directory biography Deborah L. Rhode is the Ernest 
W. McFarland Professor of Law, the director of the Center on the Legal Profession, and the
director of the Program in Law and Social Entrepreneurship at Stanford University. 
At the consortium she set the tone by making the  statement, “One central 
problem in discussions about access to justice is a lack of clarity or consensus about what 
exactly the problem is.” Deborah L. Rhode’s most notable war cry, “To no one will we sell, 
to no one will we refuse or delay, right or justice,” (fortieth clause of the Magna Carter of 
1215) is affirmed throughout the struggles in the search for access to justice, as do many of
her comments, questions and statements, referencing another repeated survey result that “For 
decades, bar studies have consistently estimated that more than four-fifths of the individual 
legal needs of the poor and a majority of the needs of middle-income Americans remain 
unmet.1” 
Russell G. Pearce’s solution is briefer than his title of his article Redressing Inequality 
in the Market for Justice: Why Access to Lawyers Will Never Solve the Problem and Why 
Rethinking the Role of Judges will Help7. He states that, “One obvious place to look is the 
courts” at the judges. He acknowledges that the United States adversarial court system 
cannot be expected to do anything other then what it is doing, marketing.
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Pierce bluntly reports that the organized bar is in denial. Pierce reiterates on Deborah 
Rhode’s opinion that “bar discussions of access to justice … assume that more access is 
better, and the trick is how to best achieve it.” Here we see that market theory come into 
play again. What he notices are judges acting as passive umpires. He envisions that judges 
become more like active umpires, as they are in a game of sports, with no favorite teams. 
This allows for the game to be played on a level field. 
Marketing is the reason for Pierce’s perspective that “access to lawyers will never
solve the problem of unequal justice.” Also, he suggests the rules of engagement be 
monitored and controlled by the judges, providing litigants an inquisitorial environment, 
compared to the adversarial system where lawyers, judges, and other court elements are 
concerned more with their own economical outcome. Pierce does not quantify the players. 
He qualifies each element. Autonomy and: Grey Area” Pro Se Defendants: Ensuring
Competence to Guarantee Freedom. 
Jona Goldschmidt refers to the pro se as the “grey area”8 when allowed to proceed 
without meaningful assistance. The fact that she presents her views on self-representation in 
criminal case does not dilute her stance that any litigant has a right to go forth as pro se.
Howard M. Rubin9 asserts that the pro se litigant challenges the legal system. He sees 
this as the pro se dilemma for that is how he addresses this adversarial encounter. His article 
reads well for the audience and the purpose it was intended. 
Rubin keeps his observations on the Illinois court system and his comments on reasons 
why poor, low income, lower middle-income groups are leaning towards “pro se 
as another way to enter the legal system. Not realizing that they are trying to get out of it, not 
into its Rubin’s makes a comparative analysis about a pro se litigant concerns on how 
present his case before the court and an adversarial lawyer having an equal obligation to the 
9 
court, the client and Rubin include the extra costs resulting from any delays. 
Helen W. Gunnarsson in her article A Judge’s Perspective on Pro Se Litigants,10 reviews 
Perceptions of Justice and Fairness for pro se litigants, a May 2011 issue published in 
ISBA’s Bench & Bar newsletter where the author Judge E. Kenneth Wright Jr., Presiding 
Judge of the First Municipal District of the Circuit Court of Cook County has provided 
answer to her subtitled question: How far may – and should, and must – a judge go in 
helping a pro se litigant have his or her day in court? Mention of a line maybe not so grey 
but a line none the less once again becomes the object/subject of a legal a fortiori argument 
that states an "argument from a stronger reason", meaning that because one fact is true, that a 
second related and included fact must also be true. Gunnarsson see saws with Judge 
Wright’s dilemma caused by what Wright attributes to the growing number of pro se litigants 
and their needs which outnumber the elements available to help them. In summary 
Gunnarsson review of Judge Wright’s article, “attempting to grapple with this problem,” 
Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct (SCR 63) requiring judges to remain faithful to the 
law, lawyers division between ethics and loyalty [of the brotherhood] as she entertained in 
another of her article (Published by the American Bar Association and the Bloomberg BNA 
Lawyers' Manual Staff: Ellen J. Bennett Managing Editor Elizabeth J. Cohen Associate 
Editor Helen W. Gunnarsson Assistant Editor Ellen.Bennett@americanbar.org, 
Liz.Cohen@americanbar.org Helen.Gunnarsson@americanbar.org), the inherent rights to 
justice possessed by all pro se litigant and costs, Gunnarsson merely concludes, “Judge 
Wright does not have a solution, but presents a question for judges and lawyers to ponder: Is 
perceived access to justice, justice at all?”
Meeting The Challenge of Pro Se Litigation: A Report and Guidebook for Judges and 
Court Managers “Is perceived access to justice, justice at all?” Meeting The Challenge of 
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Pro Se Litigation: A Report and Guidebook for Judges and Court Managers11 where Jona 
Goldschimdt is the project consultant, professes to address that issue. So, it 
disclaims any coherency with the factions that helped produce it.
Since Goldschimdt is the recognized consultant we can take for granted that any content 
contained in this guide to judges and other court system elements is admitted for the sole 
purpose to address the challenge of pro se litigation with her expert stamp of approval. 
Goldschimdt admits that the judges and court managers are used to these group of 
classified as pro se or pro per. However, she states the usual group identified is no longer the 
targeted quest of the legal system, an “occasional indigent” or “gadflies” who remained set in 
their rights that they had a right. These rights are presented to empirical studies as data to 
reveal, evaluate, and resolve court system policies and procedures. In another of 
Goldschmidt’s article (Anatomy and Grey Area Pro Se…), and many other legal instances 
this placebo effect is applied time and time and time again and accepted. The loss of time is 
one of the arguments used to barricade the SLR from access to the court system. This report 
and guidebook in its 146 pages represents the totality of all court systems in the state of 
Illinois. The next section of my thesis is my summary and conclusion. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
My experience as a black urban litigant in the justice system led me to view,
particularly at the municipal level, the municipal police department and the circuit 
courts along with its officers of the courts as a self-feeding system of injustice. 
system feeds on injustice. My first cognate episode was in 1967. I had just left 
Lindblom Technical High School located at 6130 S. Wolcott. The first day of class 
had just ended. I was a freshman who had graduated from Oakenwald South Grade 
School located at 40th and Oakenwald, salutatorian, Class of ’67 and former patrol boy, 
admitted to the only public technical high school on the Southside of Chicago. The 
racial incident occurred as I was walking to the bus stop on 63rd and Wolcott. The 
longest two blocks of my adolescent life. “Go home Nigger, don’t come back,” my 
new neighbors yelled. Trying to ignore the yelling coming from all the residential 
houses directly across the street from Lindblom (the student population was only 5% 
black) was not easy, for these were adults. I was born and raised in Chicago, a Cabrini 
Green alumni, a survivor of The Blackstone Ranger, The Disciples, and a few more 
Chicago gangs’ drafts, but they were kids like me. After I left the school block, not 
only did the incantations not stop, but all types of debris were being thrown at me from 
my 62nd street neighbors standing outside on their porches. I began to run. Finally, 
arrived at the 63rd and Wolcott bus stop. 
When I caught my breath, I looked up to see one of our finest: A Chicago 
police officer. Now, being a former patrol boy and being on the good side of the law 
all I had to do was report it to this Chicago police officer. So, with a huff and a puff 
said, “Officer, those adults are chasing me, and throwing things at me.” He asked me 
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what was I doing in this neighborhood (for I was a year younger than most white 
freshman). I told him I was a new student at Lindblom. Then he grabbed me by 
shoulders and said, “Well son, I can’t do anything until they catch you.” The bus had 
just arrived as the lynching crowd had made it to the opposite corner still yelling. I got 
on the bus and went home to the new 57th Street apartment my parents had recently
rented after moving away from the gang infested 41st and Berkeley Street, so that my 
brother and I could be closer to Lindblom and receive a better education. This excerpt 
using the patrol boy as a representative example of the precept that the pro se litigant,
likewise, is the most vulnerable person in the court system. The pro se litigant’s armor 
is justice. The pro se litigant should not have to arm themselves if justice exists. 
The unjust practices in the justice system that operates through municipal corporations, 
the municipal police department, and the court system illustrated in the true story of 
the patrol boy adds heart and life to understanding and expectations of legal access 
justice at the pro se litigant level. Making a fact the importance of the pro se litigants’ need 
of help from the justice system and not receiving it, more tangible and exposing the in- 
justice of the justice system and showing how to disarm the system I hope to establish a 
method of ensuring that justice is for everyone, not just a select group that is protected by 
the system. 
If Roman plebians12 can conquer the ancient writing and the pro se litigant of today 
cannot; then we must realize that the monopoly of the legal system today is intentional. 
The complexity is not in the format of the system, but is in the attitude of the 
elements within the legal justice system. 
The complexity and power of the court system invites disadvantages for pro se 
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litigants. One disadvantage is when knowledge of the law is not used to reveal its intended 
purpose: The truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth. This disadvantage I personally 
experienced at the hands of the Chicago policeman on 63rd street at the bus stop. The 
officer misrepresented the truth, the law, and the power given to him to uphold the law. 
This is the same disadvantage permitted by court officials because of the power they hold 
through their titles. Almost everyone else in the court room aside from pro se litigants are 
officers of the court. 
Another disadvantage to the pro se litigant is the threat of physical intimidation. The 
officer grabbing the shoulders of the former patrol boy is a definite abuse of power. 
The positioning and appearance of bailiffs as sergeant of arms only protecting 
the bench from those gadflies pro se litigants when they are trying to make record or enter 
objection, with just as much authority and respect as the licensed attorney, only to find that 
the court does not recognize any such authority or respect any such status of a pro se 
litigant as the bailiff is repositioned behind the pro se litigant or most notably lay hands on 
his holstered weapon. 
Yet another disadvantage, very often publicly announced throughout the court 
room, “Hear ye, hear ye, the court is now in session, will (not may) all attorney 
represented cases move forward.” Whereas the pro se litigant, having arrived forty-five 
minutes earlier, who is registered as the third case to be called for the 9:30 am session has 
to wait for the attorney cases to be called first. The pro se litigants’ case is delayed 
called at 11:45 after all attorney represented cases are called. The attorneys were permitted 
to approach the bench and joke and commit serious theatrical motions before the court. 
Finally, the pro se is at the bench and must get to the point immediately, so as not to 
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any more of this honorable courts time. 
I argue that the economic disadvantage is always overlooked and sanctioned by the 
court system. Pro se litigants do not get paid for their time or effort. pro  
litigant ha hired a court reporter their case is called last in the court call. This is a financial 
detriment to the pro se litigant who is paying for his own court reporter at an hourly rate. To 
pour salt into the wound, by the time the pro se litigant’s case is addressed the bench has 
reached its dew point and calls for a recess, increasing the costs to the pro se litigants’ case. 
Another lesser known fact is that the court reporter hired by the pro se litigant 
is under the jurisdiction of the legal justice system and the of the court. Thus 
making the court reporter service, the pro se hired, another court official and under the 
authority of that judge’s discretion, which can lead to off the record events  
These off the record events occur regardless of whether the pro se litigant considers 
the squashed testimony or conversation or not, being recorded pertinent to the case which is 
the major reason for hiring a court reporter service. 
This void in justice and the removal of safeguards from the justice system 
automatically is felt and reflected in urban areas that mimic these discretions. This
word discretion is as misapplied and as mistaken in deed as any oxy-moronic concept 
ever accepted since the view “separate is equal” first came on the  
Additionally, this void is the adverse reaction which causes normal interactions 
among neighbors to unnecessarily escalate to higher courts creating a perpetual self- 
feeding monster. Because it is like a nuclear weapon released to anyone willing to 
launch it for the slightest of perceived offense. I argue this is the injustice I was 
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repeatedly faced with time after time as a pro se litigant in the Cook County Court 
case: Parham vs. Alexander.
Originally, I resided in Chicago on a street called Englewood, located in the
Englewood community, before relocating in 2009 to Riverdale. I thought I was leaving 
the politics, gangs, and other problems usually related only to super urban 
communities. I had survived the white flight from 63rd street, so when I moved from my 
40k market value frame to my 160k market value stone, little did I know that I was 
following behind the Chicago exodus by just a generation or two.
Riverdale, Illinois is one of 77 official community areas of Chicago, so it shares in 
all the growing pains of Chicago’s attributes demographically. This means the urban 
characteristics of Chicago could have started in Riverdale or ended in Riverdale 
according to the direction the political, financial, or other causal winds blew. 
The taxes unknown to me were extremely high in Riverdale. So how could a 
community with a median income under 40k before net, pay out as high as 10k in 
property taxes. I found out that I was an exception. Most homes around me were not 
owner occupied, but Section 8 or IAP (illegally assisted program). That accounted for 
the turnover rate of my neighbors roughly every 3 months on my block alone. My 
house was located on a corner triple lot. 
So, as I survived in Englewood, a fence makes a good neighbor, and a taller fence 
makes a better neighbor and I only wanted the best, so the max in Riverdale for corner 
lot was 6 feet with 3 feet high facing adjacent streets. The problem with that was the 
current mayor’s mother’s corner triple lot house down the street had a fence six 
high around total perimeter of her property, as did a few other privileged residents. It 
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took me just under a year to pull a simple permit for a fence, which included many head 
bumping with the Riverdale fire department who issues city permits with complaints to 
the mayor and community awareness groups. The permit was finally issued. 
The owner’s name of my next-door neighbors’ residence is Floyd A. Parham.
Within the course of a year he and I have had some civil conversation. He told me who 
he was, who he knew, such as his son was some sort of state police or had ties thereof. 
Within a year he had already experienced 3 new tenants. My driveway goes the length 
of my property and physically separates his house from mine. His tenants were always 
a kind of nuisance with their family and friends, walking down my driveway as a short
cut to their back door. Especially when my vehicles were parked there. 
Time came to put up fence, so I outlined the perimeter of the entire fence with 
stakes. This drew Parham’s attention. He started tampering with my stakes. It reached 
a point that I had to contact the Riverdale police. This went on for several weeks. He
then physically started pushing his lawnmower down my driveway, sometimes with my 
vehicle parked there. Push came to shove, not literally, and I called the Riverdale 
police one final time with them remaining passive of what was obviously criminal 
trespassing for it included threats and posing with weapons that I filed a complaint. He 
was arrested and released. There is an actual video recording of this. Up to this time
everything had been documented, nothing done. 
Parham had previously filed complaints 6 times within the civil division of the 
Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court starting: 1. March 9, 2007, 2. April 23, 2007, 3. 
May 16, 2007, 4. October 1, 2007, 5. May 5, 2008, 6. December 11, 2009. 
Floyd A. Parham, plaintiff first filed a complaint against Michael Alexander 
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defendant on March 3, 2010, case number 2010-M6-000738, within the civil division 
of the Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court. At this date and time, the dispute 
bypassed all local Riverdale authorities: mayor’s office with the mayor Deyon Dean 
already under investigation for racketeering, police department with the chief of police 
resigning after complaint from me for collusion, building and code department under 
the Riverdale fire department with the passive fire chief resigning and new fire chief 
installed with several complaints pending before the mayor’s office from me for 
discriminatory practices. Business as usual in the Chicago urban setting of Riverdale,
Illinois. 
Even though Parham had filed a complaint against me on March 3, 2010, I was 
not considered a participant in the case until I had been properly served. So even after a 
barrage of attempts by Parham, I did not accept service until I was ready to enter into 
another court system at this level until I had weighed all my options and understood 
exactly what the complaint was. I had legally avoided service. On June 14, 2010 I
made my appearance before the court system and had to pay the fee of $183.00 for the 
privilege of being sued for $11520.00 for something I did not do. 
According to criminal law you are innocent until proven guilty. Not so in civil 
cases. I had no right to a lawyer being appointed to me. I was relieved of property
without due process, except for the fact that I voluntarily even under duress allowed my 
person to be placed under jurisdiction of a court system by making an appearance. I was 
not under arrest but had already lost certain rights. Certainly, a catch 22 situation, of 
uninformed pro se litigant. This is why the adversarial justice system is permitted to 
operate. The self-feeding market of the justice system had just made $183.00 from 
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innocent defendant, not to mention the investment fee of $239.00 from Floyd A. Parham 
for suing me for under $15000.00 if his case prevailed.  
Nevertheless, here I stood, a person that had to dodge the barrage of 
 
services, the many motions filed by at least two sides, continuances, until the case was 
moved forward for trial as had been determined by the many status calls. A status call 
is allowed to determine if the usual respondent/defendant/ or least favored party is 
absent so that a default judgment can be entered by the colluded system’s judge. 
Knowing this is why I appeared at every call or made sure the court understood I had 
not waived any rights because of my absence. This is knowledge not accessible to me 
by any justice system mandate, I know of here in Illinois, but was made available to 
 
by Dr. Frederick Graves, JD, of Florida. 
Trial was set for September 16, 2010 by the most honorable Judge Loretta Eadie- 
Daniels for 10:30am in courtroom 0208. On that date I had already arrived by 9:30am 
and entered my line number. At 11am, plaintiff Floyd A. Parham had not yet made an 
appearance in court. Finally, he arrived, and we were sworn in. Somewhere during 
 
proceedings I presented a form I had received from Parham to the judge asking her to 
take judicial notice of its origin. Judge Camille E. Willis looked down at me from the 
bench and stated that she was returning to me the document; most clearly, she had 
received from me and called all parties to the bench. 
I thereafter filed a complaint with the Circuit Court of Cook County and was 
redirected to the chambers of the supervising judge’s chambers. Intimidation did not 
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work through her polite announcement that I was messing with her workers or 
something to that effect. I remained to the point, making sure I was very respectful to 
the authority and power that had been established to ensure the jurisprudence of this 
adversarial justice system and remembering that the rules apply not just to the opposing 
parties, but to all parties. I refused to be moved. Someone once said, “I did not come
to destroy the law, but to fulfill it.” 
On or about November 18, 2010, an Order of Protection, case number 
09MC6016[580] was entered against Floyd A. Parham, by the People of the State of Illinois, 
16501 S. Kedzie PKway, Markham, Illinois, 60428 for 120 days or until May 
5, 2011, not for tampering with a witness or official court business, but merely 
threatening Michael Alexander at his residence of 3 W. 138th Street, Riverdale, Illinois,
60827, which was never enforced by the Riverdale police department. Illinois States 
Attorney office under Lisa Madigan refused to pursue with stricter charges or
violations. 
Mandatory arbitration was ordered at the same court location for December 3, 2010, 
but because of motions and status calls, the award of arbitration to participant Michael 
Alexander was not filed until February 14, 2011and judgment for defendant Michael 
Alexander was not entered until March 8, 2011 and participant Floyd A. Parham appeal was 
not dismissed until June 20, 2011. 
Although plaintiff Floyd A. Parham had $11520.00 interest in this case, violated more 
than two serious infractions of the law, served no time locally or municipally and defendant 
Michael Alexander prevailed well after over a year in the court system with
no access to the justice system as a pro se litigant, eyewitness and victim, Michael 
Alexander was not awarded any amounts, not even the $183.00 the self-feeding market 
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of the Illinois justice system charged him to defend his right to a fair and speedy trial. 
What went wrong? I was a victim of injustice that the court should have protected me 
from. The municipal corporation, its municipal departments and the court system 
should have never allowed this case to proceed based on the evidence I presented to 
each part of this system. I argue that until the victim sees all these entities as a 
system interrelated to achieve injustice  the pro se litigant will at a disadvantage to 
disarm it. The system functions because pro se litigants failed to see it as a complete 
system of injustice. 
According to Dr. Frederick Graves, JD, author and instructor of Jurisdictionary13 
what went wrong was, although I did prevail, and then just barely, “too often we, the 
people, do nothing to resist or redirect these forces that seek to steal from us our 
heritage of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.  He states that he recognizes that 
the law is often corrupt and seeks the favor of a special few.   
Let’s look at the law. We must understand first that there are two types of laws. 
Many of us with the lay man mentality watch too much Perry Mason. We think that if 
we are right, then the judge will be on our side because he is right. We think that if we 
hire a lawyer he will be on our side because he is right, and we are right. Everyone 
right, right? Wrong. Herein lays the operative word: Think. To be successful in this 
adversarial legal justice system you personally need to know. 
ubstantive law is one of the two . It is the written law 
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recognized in the United States. In any United States court these laws determine the capacity 
 of your
 
 life, liberty and pursuit of happiness. Dr. Graves says that  
foolishly   to  court  demanding that the judge 
enforces these laws in their favor.  This is what an uninformed pro se litigant may do. 
As much as I would like to label Parham money hungry for bringing me into the court 
system, I could no more deny his right to do so, then I would want someone to deny my right 
to do the same. If there is a discrepancy involved that cannot be settled at the 
steps of the courthouse, then by all means let us enter, with caution. 
Procedural law greets you as you enter the door of the courthouse. This is the 
second law you must have knowledge of. Lack of this knowledge determines who has 
the dilemma. Again, it is usually the pro se litigant. Procedural law is simply  1. 
Rules of procedure and 2. Rules of evidence. Dr. Graves candidly points to the fact that 
as
 
 much as would like to choose this time to 
you will find o  
 Dr. Graves says, “Let us all, therefore, 
apply ourselves to learn the rules of court that control judges and the law that controls you!” 
The purpose for this thesis was to clearly illustrate some of the issues that face the 
pro se litigant in the United States. There exist here a very subtle evil that dwells in this land 
of milk and honey. It’s been around for some time, matter of fact pretty well 
known. There is probably one nearby you now. Here in America at least everyone has seen, 
watched others participate in, encouraged other to at your expense, or even 
decided to try it for yourself. You may not have helped to build one, but there is 
probably one located in a place that you patronize, so that in some small way you help 
22 
to sustain it. Its seems innocent at a glance and may even be entertaining. It relies on 
power, reward, control and deception to operate. It is the Claw14. It comes in a glass 
box filled with toys such as stuffed animals. You feed it coins or bills for it to operate.
The object of the game is to manipulate the claw to grab a reward and move it to a 
release area where it can exit the box to you. The only thing about it is that it is fixed. 
The fix is fixed. The claw is programmed to have power just long enough to almost 
capture you a prize. It is programmed to fail most of the time. Supposedly everyone 
knows it. If not then, you do now. 
On that same token we keep our adversarial court system going. Everybody
knows it fixed to make money. It feeds off of injustice. It attacks people going through 
divorce. It offers you a chance to retain your house in foreclosure. There are no 
concrete plans to reform the legal system. It tells its pro se litigants to come on down 
and play by its rules or hire one of us. We will ex parte in your face, we reference some 
A vs. B you to death, knowing it has nothing to do with your case, but you don’t know
– do you? 
What is the solution? Each expert gave an answer: 
Jona admits that any flex under the current American law system concerning self 
representation or assistance is better, then just a charade of a fair trial. 
Rubin’s first draw from the quiver is a survey by the Spangenburg Group (1989), 
Illinois Legal Needs Study. The survey stated that of those targeted, an average of 1.69 
non-criminal distinct legal problems per family went without any legal help. Here they 
are actually talking about basics needs such as evictions, utilities cutoffs, repossessions, 
divorce. I do not have faith in those empirical surveys. 
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Pierce accepts the assumption that the market would never be able to meet the demands 
of the expanding population unless there were “other changes in the legal system.  
Dr. Graves says that we all should learn it. I agree. I say, let’s go back to the time when 
jurists were professionals due to the fact that they were doing multiple trials per day. I
want to see the day when the pro se litigants do not have to arm themselves when 
seeking justice. Disarming the system of injustice will only occur when the victims of 
injustice replace it with a system of justice. 
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